The interwar period 
Introduction
One of the crucial consequences of the events that happened in 1914-1918 was the radical transformation of the relationship between art and life. The autonomy of art was destroyed: it became inconceivable to such a degree that it was no longer possible to justify it. It should be noted that the birth, development and decline of the avantgarde coincided with the period between the two world wars, which saw the revolutions in Russia and Europe, the collapse of empires and emergence of new nation states. The radical character of the aesthetic and ideological avant-garde programs undoubtedly correlates with the radical and dramatic social changes (including mental and anthropological). These social upheavals led to complete revision of artists' professional ethos and mission and brought to the fore the problem of social engagement of art. Various actors of the art field, despite their different views on art, accepted a ISPS Convention 2017 novel vision of art's mission: art was supposed to create new worlds and to reshape the world. Artists, regardless of their subjective intentions and motivations, were expected to take an active political and social stance; high hopes were set on what they did and what they created. In general, the field of artistic culture in this period found itself in great tension, which was caused by the fact that the time distance between a creative act, an object of art, and its effect on the audience was unprecedentedly shortened.
In the interwar period, various questions on the social effects of art and the artist's responsibility towards society became the focus of intellectual reflection in Europe and the USSR.
Social effectiveness of art is one of the most enigmatic and marginal problems in philosophy of art, which studies artistic value and the qualities of art objects. As a rule, in classical aesthetics, in theorizing the effect art has on the audience, political and ethical responsibility of the artist, social determination of processes in art, the discourse of 'realization of art in life' were considered to be inadequate to the spiritual nature of art. By the early twentieth century, the question about the essence of art had mainly been addressed by aesthetic theories that were built upon metaphysical foundations (Hegel, Kant, and Schelling). However, if we focus on the historical avant-garde (an established concept to refer to European and Russian art of the 1910s and 1920s), then the question of pragmatism or relationship between art and praxis acquires fundamental importance.
It was manifestations of the historical avant-garde that introduced the concepts of 'implementation', 'erasing the borders between production and art', 'sublation of art in the domain of life-praxis' (A.Gan, A.Gastev, B.Arvatov, and others). These concepts directed the artistic process and intellectual reflection towards pragmatics, utility, and effectiveness. These were the new categories, which were utterly and absolutely alien to the language of classical aesthetics and philosophy of modernist art, adhering to the Kantian principle of 'disinterestedness' and 'purposelessness' of aesthetic judgement.
The new purpose of art proclaimed by historical avant-garde naturally led to attempts to analyze how the demand for 'sublation of art in the domain of life-praxis' was interpreted in European and Soviet contexts.
This demand in its various modifications was found in all programme documents and it presented significant interpretation difficulties, despite the clear style and wording of these manifestos. Moreover, public expectations about the process of artistic creation and its outcomes depended on how this demand was understood by different groups of artists, authorities, cultural institutions, and the audience. To say the least, it means that new boundaries were defined for the responsibility of the artist to society.
Artists who put forward aesthetic and ideological programmes for radical renovation and total reconstruction of life incurred certain responsibilities, and thus were criticized or praised by experts, the public, connoisseurs, and the state. Therefore, avantgardists' ambition to take an active part and even to lead the creation of the new reality engendered the problem of social responsibility and aggravated it. Responsibility is the reverse side of social engagement of art.
Structure and Methodological Framework of Research
To address the problem of the interconnection that existed between social effectiveness and responsibility in different versions of the historical avant-garde -Soviet and European -we shall pursue the following research tasks. The first task is to describe the historical genesis and dynamics of the concept of the artist's responsibility in European art. The conceptual starting point here is provided by the studies of historical sociology of culture, in particular Pierre Bourdieu's school of critical sociology and his system of categories such as autonomous and heteronomous fields of art and symbolic capital.
The second task is to analyze the concept of 'sublation of art in life praxis' inside the antithesis of the bourgeois versus the socialist. In this we are relying on the basic categories of the philosophy of culture and art developed by the Frankfurt School, which interpreted the processes in the art sphere as a representation of bourgeois or anti-bourgeois sociality (Marcuse's concept of 'affirmative culture'; Bürger's theory of the avant-garde).
History of the Concept of the Artist's Responsibility in Western-European Contex
French cultural sociologists made a major contribution to the development of the concept of the intellectual's responsibility (the category of intellectuals traditionally included creative professionals). since the eighteenth century, speaking the truth and accepting all the risks for doing so was considered a sign of the writer's courage since he or she was thus believed to undertake certain obligations towards the public. As Sapiro has shown, the values of beauty, truth, objectivity and sincerity were universalized as a result of political struggles involving writers and artists in the late nineteenth century. They strove to secure their symbolic power in the moment of professionalization of the political field ( [10] , 68-69).
In Europe, this process lasted throughout the whole of the nineteenth century. In the same period there evolved the structure of contradictions in the system of art production.
Thus, we can point out two paths of development of the artist's professional ethos and therefore two different ways of understanding effectiveness and responsibility of art.
By the first path we mean that the world of art is seen as separate from the worlds of politics, economy, religion and public morality. The world of art is centred around the freedom of creation, uniqueness and individual subjectivity of the act of creation. Aesthetic activity, the way it was defined by Kant and the romantics, could be described as such only if it consisted in the creation as a free play of imagination. The principle of 'disinterestedness', that is, creation without any external aim, provided access to transcendence, in addition to traditional religious ways. It was this quality of art that turned artists into a special kind of professionals in possession of an exclusive and indispensable competence. Now the artist was only responsible to the world of art -the artistic community which consisted of experts following the logic of the aristocratic economy. In this situation, artists were responsible for moderating individualism of creativity and for making qualified aesthetic judgements. In return, they received public recognition, the power of authority, and symbolic capital. The above-described structure of contradictions became a part of the artist's professional ethos. These contradictions can be said to reflect the fundamental contradictions of modernity itself and its democratic regime in art.
In the most general terms, the model of authorial responsibility continued to exist in the interwar period but the new circumstances that occurred at that time challenged the former concept of autonomy of art. Politicization of the art field and social engagement of artists reached its peak in the interwar period [12] . Professional ethos, which was fraught with contradictions, found itself under pressure to accept the responsibility of social engagement. Accusations and exonerations within artistic community disclosed the tension between artists' claim to professional autonomy and their claim to universality of their impact on society. In the interwar period, compromises were abundant and there existed an illusion that service to the common good allows the artist to retain professional autonomy while remaining an engaged actor of social processes.
Interpretation of the Concept of 'Sublation of Art in Life-praxis'
Let us now focus on the question of how the historical avant-garde reconsidered autonomy of art and the responsibility of artists. In this, we will draw from Peter
Bürger's theory of the avant-garde (Peter Bürger, 1974); Richard Wolin's critique of this theory [14] (In brackets, we specify the years when these ideas were first pub- is the means-ends rationality of the bourgeois everyday' [4] . Avant-gardists do not intend to integrate their art in life praxis, quite the opposite, they concur with the aestheticists in their rejection of the world based on instrumental rationality. In this respect aestheticism turns out to be the necessary pre-requisite for the avant-garde intention. Thus, 'aestheticism turns out to have been the necessary precondition of the avant-gardist intent. Only an art the contents of whose individual works is wholly distinct from the (bad) praxis of the existing society can be the center that can be the starting point for the organization of a new life praxis' [4] .
We believe that it is the source of the internal conflict of the avant-garde towards transcending the boundaries between art and real life: art should use and even enhance its autonomy in order to create new, non-bourgeois social practices.
It should be emphasized that in the centre of this radical change in the understanding of autonomy of art was the idea of 'life building' paradoxically 'combined with the formalist idea of the autonomy of the aesthetic order' ( [5] , 30). The autonomy of art had to be totally modified in order to stop being the central part of the affirmative culture, which means that the new type of art -avant-garde -was not thought of as a supplier of project solutions for new forms of everyday life, engineering and material production (design); politics (mass events and pageants); it was not expected to serve the needs of the social project and ideology, no matter how anti-bourgeois this ideology was. The new type of art remained within the boundaries, even though they were constantly expanding, of the figurative language: the trope, metaphor, or symbol. Without losing its artistic quality, the avant-garde art created metaphors of politics but did not turn into a purely political action; metaphors of ideology but did not blend with the ideological work; and metaphors of everyday life but did not identify itself with the field of design [11] .
It should be noted that the above discussion dealt only with the idea of avant-garde, of its manifestations. Peter Bürger, who wrote his 'Theory of the Avant-Garde' in the context of the 1968 events, raised the questions of whether the avant-garde had managed to realize what it had striven for; how the real practice of the numerous avant-garde groups during the twenty-year period could be characterized; whether it had been successful; and what criteria were to be applied to answer these questions.
Peter Bürger brought to light the internal contradictions of the historical avantgarde, which inevitably led it to its decline: 'In late capitalist society, intentions of the historical avant-garde are being realized but the result has been a disvalue' [4] .
According to Bürger, the intention of the avant-garde -'the abolition of autonomous art by which it means that art is to be integrated into the praxis of life' -was not achieved.
'This has not occurred, and presumably cannot occur, in bourgeois society unless it be as a false sublation of autonomous art' [4] . Bürger understands false sublation in several forms of as avant-garde transformation. He differentiates historical avantgarde movements such as Dadaism, Surrealism, Futurism, and Expressionism, from later 'neo-avant-gardiste attempts' that appeared after World War II.
The evidence for the existence of the first form that false sublation assumed can be found in 'pulp fiction and commodity aesthetics. A literature whose primary aim it is to impose a particular kind of consumer behavior on the reader is in fact practical, though not in the sense the avant-gardists intended. Here, literature ceases to be an instrument of emancipation and becomes one of subjection' [4] .
Bürger uses the case of Dadaism to illustrate the second form of false sublation: it is the idea that the individual is the subject of artistic creation. Once the signed bottle drier has been accepted as an object that deserves a place in a museum, the provocation no longer provokes; it turns into its opposite' [4] . Since the protest of the historical avant-garde against art as an institution has come to be perceived as art, the protest gesture of the neo-avant-garde can be denounced as 'inauthentic'.
The third form of false sublation is associated with the elimination of the distance between art and life praxis since it is the distance that underlies the formation of the autonomous sphere of art. Distance is the necessary precondition for free and therefore critical position of the artist towards the social process: 'An art no longer distinct from the praxis of life but wholly absorbed in it will lose the capacity to criticize it, along with its distance. that requires a total rebuilding of the whole social sphere [5] . Therefore, it can be concluded that Soviet avant-garde projects did not intend to reject the principle of autonomy of art but instead sought to reject its bourgeois institutional status. In the new system of social relations, art was to occupy its own special and leading place.
According to Bürger 's theory and not only his, rejection of autonomy would apparently have taken art backward to the pre-modern condition, when it was a part of a religious cult, monarchical or imperial ideology or a paraphrase for techné (as in the antiquity).
Let It would be wrong to say that efforts of the Soviet avant-gardists bore no fruit.
These efforts refer us to the controversial theoretical issue of the boundaries between art and life praxis and accentuate the need to take a closer look at the demands that society makes upon artists, to consider the origin of these demands and assess the level of the artist's responsibility in the aesthetic, moral and even criminal aspects. 
Conclusion

